The US President Donald Trump's naming and shaming of several world leaders and countries on Twitter as soon as he took office in January 2017 received considerable media attention (Apps 2016; Crowley, McCaskill, and Nelson 2017; Dejevsky 2017; Huang 2017; Tremonti 2016) , with a wide range of commentators expressing concern over newly elected president's diplomatic practices on social media. Commenting on Trump's "Twitter diplomacy," Dejevsky (2017, n.p.) claims that Trump "has earned almost universal disapproval from the political and especially the diplomatic establishments, which regard such heedless commentary as, first, ill-advised in the extreme and, second, plain crass." Indeed, his diplomatic practices on Twitter have been criticised by political actors at home (Crowley, McCaskill, and Nelson 2017) and abroad (Huang 2017) . Most notably, China reacted to Trump's negative comments on Twitter in an article published by the Chinese state news agency Xinhua titled "Addiction to Twitter diplomacy is unwise," in which it emphasised that tweeting is not a suitable way for conducting diplomacy (Huang 2017 ).
According to Tremonti (2016) , with Trump's Twitter practices, diplomacy is "entering an unprecedented, unpredictable, and extremely high-stakes era" (n.p.; see also Apps 2016) .
While these are valuable observations, Trump's diplomatic practices on social media have not been systematically studied; hence many assessments are based on anecdotal 1.
Diplomatic language should be courteous, marked by respect for and consideration of others (Jönsson and Hall 2005) . In effect, there is no space for insults, uncivil wording, naming, and shaming.
2. Diplomatic language should be constructive and positive. Diplomats in their communication should be careful not to appear superior, indifferent, controlling or offensive towards other actors in international relations (Jönsson and Hall 2005; Park and Lim 2014; Strauss, Kruikemeier, Meulen, and Noort 2015) .
3.
Diplomatic communication should be balanced and moderate. It should not be dramatic, especially in high stake situations (Nick 2001) .
4.
Diplomatic language should be ambiguous. It is often indirect and uses hedges, which makes it appear vague and open to interpretations. Such ambiguity serves several purposes in diplomacy, e.g. retaining flexibility in negotiations, making claims deniable, and being able to speak to multiple audiences (Jönsson and Hall 2005) .
These characteristics are considered part of the diplomatic code, which guides interactions between diplomats. Given the importance and delicateness of interactions between diplomats, great deal of thought goes into crafting diplomatic language. According to Pascual (2001) , diplomatic communications need to be "deliberate, masterful, carefully and prudently drawn up" (230-31).
While the ways in which diplomats communicate and engage in dialogue with other actors is considered crucial in diplomacy, scholars and practitioners alike emphasize that what is said in diplomatic communication is as important as what is left unsaid (Jönsson and Hall 2005; Pascual 2001 ). In other words, omission of information in a diplomatic dialogue is an action in itself, which sends messages to other actors in the same way as information that has been communicated. The same can be said for a lack of response and engagement in a dialogue. In other words, if one party in a diplomatic relation does not engage in a dialogue initiated by another party, this lack of response is interpreted as deliberate and strategic, and an action in itself. Hence, in diplomatic communication, both behaviour and non-behaviour are seen to constitute messages.
Social media diplomacy
Writing at the beginning of the 2010s, Stein (2011, 114) declared: "all governments are facing an urgent need, partly driven by the emergence of new technologies and social media, to update their diplomatic instruments." Several years later, Twitter positioned itself as the "ultimate channel for digital diplomacy for world leaders and governments." Reportedly almost 180 world leaders and governments are using it for communicating with their peers and publics .
Existing research on the use of social media in diplomacy has mostly focused on how social media is used for public diplomacy (i.e., relationships between nation-states and foreign publics), and on the practices of diplomatic institutions such as ministries for foreign affairs and embassies (Bjola and Holmes 2015; Cassidy and Manor 2016; Cull 2011; Zhong and Lu 2013; Strauss et al. 2015) . Here social media is often seen as allowing for the development of a more open and collaborative model of diplomacy. Correspondingly, it is often said that social media requires diplomats to engage in a more personalised and interactive way with their audiences. However, there is debate on both the extent of influence of social media on diplomatic communication and the extent of influence that the social media is having on developments in diplomatic practice (Bjola and Holmes 2015; Hocking and Mellisen 2015; Zhong and Lu 2013) . In fact, there is research showing that diplomatic entities on social media rarely meet expectations of social media diplomacy, i.e., they tend not to focus on interaction, networking, and openness (Cassidy and Manor 2016; Strauss et al. 2015) .
Overall, existing research in social media diplomacy has two important limitations.
First, it overly focuses on public diplomacy, almost completely ignoring government-togovernment social media diplomacy (G-2-G). A rare exception is Cassidy and Manor (2016) , which debunks social media diplomacy myths, but even here, G-2-G is barely discussed. found to often use the first person and informal language, commonly using personal pronouns such as I, me, mine, myself, and frequently using social media to boast about himself (Ahmadian, Azarshahi, and Paulhus 2017; Merrill 2015; Shafer 2015) .
3. Trump's social media communication during primaries and presidential campaign tended to be characterised by negativity (Gross and Johnson 2016) . His tweets were often impolite and politically incorrect (Crockett 2016; Enli 2017) , with one in four tweets attacking someone or something, and one in 10 containing "uncivil wording" (Lee and Lim 2017) .
4. Trump's social media communication during the 2016 campaign tended to be emotional and impulsive. He often used capital letters and exclamation marks (Crockett 2016) ; practices which "reinforce the negative sentiment of his Tweets and heighten their emotional impact" (Ott 2017, 64) . Also, Trump's tweets are often impulsive and lacking "forethought, reflection, or consideration of consequences" (Ott 2017, 61 On the permissive side, American diplomats are known to be often too direct and harsh in diplomatic exchanges (Sharp 2001) . For instance, the US diplomats displayed an uncivil and tactless communication style in diplomatic exchanges with both American allies and enemies in the period before the Iraq war (Wiseman 2005) . Also, Twitter privileges discourse that is simple, impulsive, and uncivil, which seems the complete opposite of the language that is said should be used in diplomatic interactions (Ott 2016) . On the restraining side, the need for cooperation from other countries creates pressure to follow the universally expected diplomatic codes of behaviour in international relations. In the case of the Iraq war, when the US realised it needed international support for its actions, it changed tack and reverted to the diplomatic code of behaviour (Wiseman 2005) .
If Trump's diplomatic communications on social media are indeed consistently at odds with traditional conventions of diplomatic language, there are two possibilities. One, his style of social media diplomacy might disrupt traditional diplomatic practices and potentially cause conflicts in international relations. Two, it may lead to the construction of new conventions in (digital) diplomacy. This could take a form of "gradual change and adaptation within the existing frameworks and principles," or it could represent "a fundamental break with accepted patterns of behaviour, norms and rules so that diplomacy starts to look fundamentally different" (Hocking and Mellisen 2015, 21) .
Methodology
We combine Digital Methods (DM) approach (Caliandro and Gandini 2017; Rogers 2013) with traditional techniques of analysis, such as content analysis (Krippendorff 2012) and discourse analysis (Johnston 2008).
Specifically, we follow the approach proposed by Lewis, Zamith, and Hermida (2013) , who fruitfully combine DM and traditional techniques for analysis of social media texts. In their seminal article entitled "Content analysis in an era of big data," they urge researchers conducting content and/or discourse analysis of Twitter messages to use a hybrid approach blending "computational and manual methods throughout the content analysis process." (39) We use DM for managing as well as mapping the social and semantic structure of our dataset (119,229 tweets), i.e., for: (a) sampling the database, (b) extracting Twitter users of interest (e.g. Twitter users mentioned by Trump), and (c) tracking the interactions among users (e.g. reciprocal mentioning) (Marres 2015) . Subsequently, we conduct a traditional content and discourse analysis of Trump's Tweets.
Data collection
We gathered Once this subset was extracted from the whole dataset, we searched it in order to detect the diplomatic entities, world leaders, and foreign countries mentioned by Trump, either with or without the mention function (@). After this search, we discovered that Trump mentioned diplomatic entities in 34 tweets. Through this procedure, we identified 25 diplomatic entities mentioned by Trump. For each country mentioned by Trump, we identified three diplomatic entities -official country accounts, heads of governments, foreign ministers and their offices -that may be in a position to reply to his remarks, focusing on those diplomatic entities who have Twitter accounts. Once the list of the official accounts of the 41 entities 3 was constructed, we again launched our Python script in order to collect all the tweets posted by each of the aforementioned accounts. Specifically, the script retrieved 115,982 tweets, 57 of which contained messages where users engaged in real or imagined conversation with Trump during the first month of his presidency. Therefore, we narrowed our analysis to a database composed of 91 tweets (that is, 34 tweets posted by Trump plus 57 tweets posted by other diplomatic entities) 4 . We are aware that our analysis focused on a small set of data, which limits the generalizability of our results. Nevertheless, given our research project is qualitative and exploratory, the statistical generalizability of results was not among its primary aims (Lincoln and Guba 1985) . Instead, our intention was to explore certain cultural processes emerging within a specific digital environment (Caliandro 2018 
Data analysis
We conducted the content analysis on the dataset composed only of diplomatic tweets posted by @realDonaldTrump (34 tweets). We conducted our content analysis using a set of a priori coding categories, which were inspired by the existing literature on diplomatic language (Nick 2001; Jönsson and Hall 2005; Park and Lim 2014; Strauss et al. 2015) . The categories we used are as follows: Qualifying, Hedging, Polite, Positive, and Non-dramatic (see Table 2 for further details). Our analysis focused more on the intentions of the communicator (@realDonaldTrump) (Berelson 1952) , rather than on recurrent themes appearing in the units of communication (tweets) (Smith 1992 
Nondramatic
Is the language used in the tweet non-dramatic?
'Today I will meet with Canadian PM Trudeau and a group of leading business women to discuss women in the workforce.'
We also analysed his diplomatic tweets by using the lexicalisation technique of discourse analysis (Deacon 2007) . Examination of Trump's lexical choices allowed us to identify potential ideological beliefs and values that underpin his diplomatic messages (Deacon 2007) , and uncover their "inherent assumptions and prejudices" (Kogen 2015, 8) . In doing so, we were guided by the codes of diplomatic language and dialogue identified in the relevant literature. On occasion sentence and phrase structure were also analyzed, as they reflect speaker's presentation of action, patterns of ascription, and value judgements (Smith and Bell 2007) .
We used Gephi mainly for mapping the structure of interactions between Trump and other diplomatic entities. In order to do this, we employed some basic network analysis techniques (Gruzd, Wellman, and Takhteyev 2011 Overall, it seems that neither Trump disrupted traditional notions of diplomatic communication on social media at the beginning of his presidency nor any new conventions of diplomatic code were being constructed at the time.
Conversations with countries
As mentioned earlier, Trump made reference to 19 foreign countries on Twitter in his first month of the presidency, a varied mix of America's allies and enemies. Syria replied with a tweet in English in which it appeared to change tactics by "asking"
Trump to "stop supporting the terrorists," insinuating that the US President is on the side of terrorists. In another tweet posted on the Syrian Presidency account in Arabic, al-Assad is quoted as saying that the ban is "not targeting Syrians, but rather terrorists". It seems to have been created to further Syria's diplomatic message about the differenting between Syrians and terrorists. Given that Trump was never mentioned using the @ function, and some tweets were in Arabic, it is questionable whether Syria actually wanted to engage with Trump, but the fact remains that it did engage in diplomatic exchanges with him on Twitter and it did so by seemingly avoiding confrontation, although using provocative messages in later stages of interaction. 
Analysis of Trump's diplomatic language on Twitter
A simple content analysis was conducted to gage the extent to which Trump's language in his tweets accords with the traditional codes and conventions of diplomatic language. This analysis indicates that Trump's language in tweets does not display most characteristics of diplomatic language. It is, however, quite moderate in a sense that it is more often than not non-dramatic. In sum, this style of communication can be seen as disruptive of traditional diplomacy, as it does not conform to its established codes. Trump tends to use courteous language only with leaders of America's allies. He writes "Thank you" in a tweet to Turnbull, and "Welcome" to Trudeau and Netanyahu. There are no similar extensions of respect, i.e., use of polite phrases, found in tweets mentioning foreign countries, these being friendly or unfriendly.
The positive and constructive language also seems to be reserved solely for leaders of allies. To illustrate, when writing about Turnbull, Trump uses words such as "civil" and "nice," underscoring them with the adverb "very" which he uses often. Similarly, writing about Abe, Trump uses words such as "wonderful," "good," and "productive," again underscoring them with adverbs such as very and great.
Except for mentioning Japan as being "very well represented," Trump does not use positive and constructive language in tweets about any other country, both friendly and unfriendly alike. Particularly negative language is used in tweets about Iran and Mexico.
Trump's tweets on Iran carry negative characterizations such as "terror," "terrible,"
"collapse," and "last legs." Writing about Iran as "formally PUT ON NOTICE" and "Should have been thankful," and the US as "giving" Iran a "life-line," Trump positioned the US as superior to Iran. Such lexical choices as "should" and "giving," as well as the phrase structures that were used, indicate that Trump gave himself the authority to judge other countries, which can easily cause offense in international relations. Similarly, other Middle
Eastern countries were mentioned with reference to "refugees" and "breakdown," again portraying them in a negative way.
Mexico, a friendly country, is similarly portrayed in a negative and unconstructive manner. Trump tweeted about it using words such as "deficit," "one-sided," "lost,"
"unwilling," "badly needed," "little help," and "very weak," casting the US as "taken advantage of" by Mexico. Given all the negative connotations of words used by Trump, his language does not help create a positive and constructive relationship between the two countries. Surprisingly perhaps, Trump tweeted about other friendly countries in a negative context as well. For example, he used words such as "illegal" and "dumb" when mentioning Australia; "terrorist," "attacked," "locked down," and "on edge," underscored by the adverb "again" when writing about France. Similarly, in his tweet on immigration into Sweden he used the phrase "working out just beautifully. NOT!" By using this vocabulary and phrase structure Trump insinuates that these countries have persistent problems and are unsafe, and positions himself as an authority that can judge other countries and their policies, which does not accord with the positive and constructive language traditionally used in diplomatic interactions. Finally, the case of Russia is interesting as Trump frequently mentioned it, but rarely wrote about the country itself, talking mainly about his relationships with Russia.
However, Russia can still be seen as negatively portrayed as Trump's tweets on it often carried words with negative connotations, such as "non-sense," "illegally," "cover up," and "made up."
While the content analysis suggests that Trump's language in his tweets is often moderate, he can still be seen as using emotional and dramatic language in almost every third tweet. Most frequently, this is observed through his use of capital letters, which are seen as a graphical representation of yelling. For example, Trump wrote that Crimea was "TAKEN by Russia," emphasizing the word "taken," which implies intentional and hostile takeover. . Hence, it appears that diplomats and diplomatic services that are comfortable in using Twitter and have been using it strategically and purposefully in the past, do not hesitate to engage in diplomatic exchanges on Twitter, even if they are responding to an attack by a world leader.
However, it is important to note that the majority of diplomats and diplomatic services of countries Trump mentioned did not engage with him on Twitter. Friendly countries such as Australia, Sweden, and France did not provide any response to Trump's attacks on Twitter.
They either refused to interact about diplomatic matters on Twitter, or they decided not to act
at all to what could be considered an unusual provocation by a leader of an ally state. Given that a lack of response in diplomacy is considered intentional and strategic (Jönsson and Hall 2005; Pascual 2001 ), these provoked friendly countries might have been sending the message that Trump's tweets are irrelevant and unworthy of responding to, or perhaps they wanted to send the message that diplomatic dialogue should not be conducted over Twitter. In either case, Trump did not find an interlocutor in diplomats of friendly countries he attacked on Twitter, except for Mexico which had been already using Twitter for political purposes consistently and extensively. Overall, Trump's diplomatic communication on Twitter seems quite unique and, in that sense, he could be seen as an outlier while other diplomats and diplomatic services around the world appear to continue to follow traditional conventions of diplomatic communication. Consequently, based on the sample examined in this study, there is no real evidence that new codes are being constructed for diplomatic communications on social media, at least for the time being.
Although based on a large dataset (119,229 tweets), our study has the limitation of having been focused on a small subset of data (91 tweets); therefore, its results have to be considered preliminary and tentative, rather than definitive and generalizable. Nevertheless, we deem our small sample large enough for an exploratory qualitative research on a quite new and understudied topic. We believe we have made a contribution by bringing together a set of concepts and establishing a set of systematic and repeatable methodological procedures that could inform further research on diplomacy on Twitter. With regard to the specific case 
